ABSTRACT We examine race and residential variation in the prevalence of female-headed households with children and how household composition is associated with several key economic well-being outcomes using data from the 2000 5% Public Use Microdata Sample of the U.S. Census. Special attention is paid to cohabiting female-headed households with children and those that are headed by a single grandmother caring for at least one grandchild, because these are becoming more common living arrangements among female-headed households with children. We find that in 2000: (1) cohabiting and grandmother female-headed households with children comprised over one-fourth of all female-headed households with children, (2) household poverty is highest for female-headed households with children that do not have other adult household earners, (3) earned income from other household members lifts many cohabiting and grandparental female-headed households out of poverty, as does retirement and Social Security income for grandmother headed households, and (4) poverty is highest among racial/ethnic minorities and for female-headed households with children in nonmetro compared to central cities and suburban areas.
The steady rise in female-headed households and in the number of children living in female-headed households (Casper and Bianchi 2002) has important life course implications for recent cohorts of women and children. About half of all women will experience single motherhood at some point in their lifetimes (Moffitt and Rendall 1995) , and a majority of children will live in a female-headed household (Graefe and Lichter 1999) . High poverty rates among female headed households with children, when compared with other household types, raise serious questions about the implications of changing family and household structure for economic and other well-being outcomes of children and women. The highest poverty rates among female-headed households occur among African American, Hispanic, and Native American-headed households, and among those living in central cities and nonmetropolitan areas. These differentials highlight the role of race/ethnicity and residence for economic well-being outcomes (McLaughlin and Sachs 1988; Snyder and McLaughlin 2004) .
Perhaps as a response to their high risks of poverty, female-headed households with children are increasingly found to include a cohabiting partner, or to be headed by a grandmother caring for her grandchildren (Bumpass and Raley 1995; Edin and Lein 1997; Manning and Lichter 1996; Trent and Harlan 1994) . It is these different types of female-headed households with children-cohabiting and grandmother headed-that are the focus of this study. The implications of growing household complexity is the theme of several recent studies aimed at evaluating economic well-being outcomes for cohabiting households that contain children (Lichter 2006; Lichter, Qain and Crowley 2005; Manning and Brown 2006) . These emerging households complicate the issue of assessing poverty and raise concerns regarding the validity of traditional poverty measures (Bauman 1999; Lichter 2006; Lichter et al. 2005) . This study builds upon that work by carefully separating out income sources available for cohabiting, grandparent-headed and single female-headed households with children, while paying special attention to variation by race/ethnicity, and residence. The goal is to better understand the pattern of economic resources available to children in different types of female-headed households and the degree to which poverty is reduced in each household type. We accomplish this goal by describing the prevalence of single-mother, grandmother, and cohabiting female-headed households with children, discussing what we know about their economic well-being, and then further examining their economic well being across race and ethnic groups for nonmetropolitan (nonmetro), metropolitan central city (metro central city) and metropolitan suburban (metro suburban) areas.
This study addresses the following questions: 1) How common are cohabiting and grandparental female headed households with children across residence areas and racial/ethnic groups? 2) How does poverty vary across different types of female-headed households with children depending on the race or ethnicity of the mother and the place of residence? 3) What sources of income are most effective in raising these households above poverty? and 4) Do differences in human capital, work effort, and reliance on public assistance across race-ethnic groups and residence help explain variation in poverty among different types of female-headed households with children?
Household Structure, Race, Residence and Poverty
Each of the factors we examine in this study, when considered alone, is associated with the likelihood of being poor. Female-headed households with children are noted for their high poverty rates, as are most racial and ethnic minority groups (Jones and Kodras 1990; Lichter 1997) . Nonmetro and central city residents have higher poverty rates than suburban metro residents, and these hold within race or ethnic group ( Jensen, McLaughlin and Slack 2003) . In the following section we discuss these factors and describe the importance of each for increased poverty risks.
Female-Headed Households with Children and Economic Well-Being
Over half of single mothers spend some time living in a household with other adults, usually in response to a crisis (divorce, nonmarital birth), and they most often live in households with their parents or with a cohabiting male partner (Bumpass and Raley 1995) . These household types are important to consider because they are such a common experience, but also because they have been found to improve economic well-being outcomes, at least in the short-run, for femaleheaded families (Lichter et al. 2005; Manning and Brown 2006; Manning and Lichter 1996; Snyder and McLaughlin 2006; Trent and Harlan 1994) . Close examination of economic well-being in these female-headed households with children can shed light on how the family institution is adapting to the changing social and policy context in the United States. The low ameliorative effects of public transfers on child poverty (Lichter 1997) , especially in nonmetro areas (Jensen and Eggebeen 1994) , for example, may prompt female-headed families to utilize 'family adaptive strategies' (Moen and Wethington 1992) that garner private support (Preston 1984) such as alternative household living arrangements. Recent studies of rural poverty have shifted the emphasis from family structure to household composition when examining poverty outcomes among female-headed families (Brown and Lichter 2004) , and this research builds on those ideas.
The interrelationships between household structure and total household income, earnings, welfare receipt, and poverty status have received significant attention from economists and sociologists (Blank 2002; Ellwood 2000; Jensen and Eggebeen 1994; Lichter 1997; Moffitt 1990; Rosenzweig 1999) . Total income is chronically low in many female-headed households due to the presence of at most only one (female) wage earner and women's lower earnings in the labor market (Blank 2002; Ellwood 2000; Tickamyer and Bokemeier 1988) . Alternate household living arrangements can influence total household earnings by increasing the number of possible wage earners in the household, the characteristics of those wage earners, and the economic resources available to them (White and Rogers 2000) . We investigate this possibility by examining income sources contributed by all members of female-headed households with children headed by a lone woman, a cohabiting woman, or a single grandmother and racial/ethnic and residential variation in this process. We consider not only earned income of other household members, but also less common income sources (such as Social Security or retirement income) that can be important for some of these households.
Nonmarital cohabitation. The rise in nonmarital cohabitation is a significant and recent change in family behavior that has important well-being implications for adults and children. Cohabitation has become a normative relationship context for adults and a family context for children (Bumpass and Lu 2000; Bumpass and Raley 1995; Graefe and Lichter 1999) . Approximately 40 percent of U.S. children will now spend some time in a cohabiting household (Bumpass and Lu 2000) . Among nonmetro populations, cohabiting household structure improves economic well-being, and substantially decreases poverty risks, compared to a single female-headed household with children, but not to the extent that marriage does (Manning and Lichter 1996; Snyder and McLaughlin 2006) . The economic effects of a union dissolution for cohabiting women are severe and similar to that of married women, resulting in a sharp decline in economic well-being (Avellar and Smock 2005) . These studies highlight the importance of a cohabiting male's income to the households' economic well-being, and we expect similar findings.
Grandmother-headed households. Households headed by a grandparent caring for a grandchild are becoming more common (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2003), and this trend is occurring disproportionately among racial and ethnic minority groups (Thompson, Minkler, and Driver 2000) . Grandchildren are often living in their grandparental home because their parents have financial needs and other problems (such as drug and alcohol abuse, severe health problems) that require additional parenting help from others (Goodman and Silverstein 2002) . Between 1970 and 1997 the number of U.S. children living in a grandparent-headed household increased from 2.2 million to 3.9 million, and in the late 1990s these households included 5.5 percent of all U.S. children (Casper and Bryson 1998) , most aged five and under (Thompson et al. 2000) . Evidence suggests that compared to other households headed by a grandparent, those that contain children face more economic hardship, and this is especially true for those headed by a unmarried grandmother (Bryson and Casper 1999; Thompson et al. 2000) . Depending on the age of the grandmother, these households may rely on a variety of income sources, including Social Security, retirement income, and earnings. Poverty among these households, and relative to other female headed households with children, will depend upon their access to various types of income. Social Security and retirement income should make up a larger share of the total household income of grandparent headed households, especially among those with lower total household incomes (Federal Interagency Forum on Aging-Related Statistics 2004).
Race and Ethnicity, Residence and Poverty
We expect that race/ethnicity and residence will play an important role in cohabiting and grandmother headed households with children, poverty among these households, and the income sources available to these households. Family structure, especially the proportion of femaleheaded families, has been highlighted as an important factor that contributes to higher poverty rates among racial and ethnic minority groups (Eggebeen and Lichter 1991) . The shift in recent decades away from a traditional two-parent family has occurred to a greater degree among racial/ethnic minority groups, especially non-Hispanic blacks (Casper and Bianchi 2002; Horton and Allen 1998) , and there is evidence that minority children have paid a higher price in terms of worse economic outcomes for changing family and household structure (Eggebeen and Lichter 1991; Lichter and Landale 1995) .
The places where minorities reside, particularly if minorities are concentrated, further shape the options available to them. Limited economic opportunities, lower quality schools, and resulting lower educational attainment affect minorities in both central city and nonmetro settings (Falk, Talley, and Rankin 1993; Hyland and Timberlake 1993; Wilson 1987) . Prior research has documented higher poverty rates in each race/ethnic group in nonmetro than in central city areas (Jensen, McLaughlin, and Slack 2003) . In addition, the sharp rise in female-headed families among rural minority groups, especially rural African American families, has placed them at a distinct economic disadvantage compared to other rural families, and also African American families in other residential areas (Horton and Allen 1998; Horton, Thomas, and Herring 1995) . We expect these nonmetro disadvantages in economic opportunities to continue to be a force for worse economic outcomes and to be exacerbated among nonmetro racial and ethnic minority groups. In addition, nonmetro populations do not utilize public assistance to the extent that they could (Jensen and Eggebeen 1994; Jensen, Eggebeen, and Lichter 1993; Lichter and Jensen 2002; McLaughlin and Sachs 1988) , although more recent studies find that nonmetro cohabiting households with children are more likely than other cohabiting households to receive all forms of public assistance (Snyder and McLaughlin 2006) .
Female headed households with children are among the nonmetropolitan households most at risk for poverty. Despite a decade of economic expansion, by 2000 poverty rates among this family type remained incredibly high-two-fifths of these nonmetro households were poor. These poverty rates were equivalent to those of femaleheaded households with children in the central cities of metropolitan areas. Snyder and McLaughlin (2004) , even after controlling for individual characteristics in a model that included all race/ethnic groups, show that black and Hispanic female-headed households with children are 2.4 and 1.7 times more likely to be poor, respectively, than their white counterparts. The success of cohabiting and grandparent female-headed households with children for decreasing poverty is likely to vary by race/ethnicity of the household head, and by residence. We expect these household types to be less successful in reducing poverty prevalence among minorities compared to whites and to be less successful in nonmetro than metro or suburban areas. These expectations are linked to worse labor market prospects for minority and nonmetro populations.
Data and Measures
We use recently available data from the 5% Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) of the 2000 U.S. Census of Population and Housing to examine female-headed households with children and economic wellbeing outcomes for these households by race/ethnicity and residence. The 5% PUMS data set was chosen for this study in large part because the sample size is large enough to highlight contemporary and emerging household types, including female-headed households with cohabiting male partners and those headed by a grandmother caring for one or more grandchildren, and associated economic well-being outcomes by residence for a variety of racial and ethnic groups. The 5% sample has approximately 14 million people (unweighted) and includes person and household-level variables related to demographic characteristics, family and household structure, income and poverty, housing, and employment. Weighted analysis makes the 5% PUMS sample representative of the U.S. population in 2000. Analyses are restricted to the 410,610 female-headed households that contain children less than 18 years of age.
Measures
Our analysis includes measures of female-headed households with children (cohabiting, grandparent, single), individual characteristics (race, age, educational attainment), employment and work effort of the householder, measures of residence (nonmetro, central city, and suburban residence), region, and economic well-being outcomes (percentage poor, poverty ratios, and income sources).
Female-headed household type. This study focuses on female-headed households with children. Female-headed households are identified using the household type (hht) variable from the household file. Next, female-headed households with children are identified using the persons under 18 (p18) variable from the household file. Among female-headed households with children, we next code the cohabiting and grandparent female-headed households using the expanded household relationship variable (relate) in the person-level file from the 2000 PUMS. Cohabiting female-headed households are those headed by an unmarried female with children, where an unmarried partner of the opposite sex is reported in the household. Grandparent female-headed households are those headed by an unmarried female, where the presence of at least one grandchild of that household head is reported, and where the grandmother has caregiving responsibilities. Finally, single femaleheaded households include all other female-headed household types with children. The result is a household type variable with three mutually exclusive female-headed household types with children: cohabiting female-headed households, grandparent female-headed households, and single female-headed households.
This household type measure is intended to capture some of the complexity in household composition and living arrangements found in female-headed households; however, we recognize that it does not encompass the full range of household types that include unmarried women and their children. Single mother families doubled up and living as a subfamily in a larger household, for example, are not captured in this study, unless the larger household in which they live is headed by an unmarried female. The inclusion of subfamily well-being in this study was considered, but made the study too broad, and we choose instead to focus on two emerging household types that have become important contexts for U.S. children (those headed by a cohabiting female or a grandmother). Prior studies (Snyder and McLaughlin 2004) have examined nonmetro female-headed subfamilies with children, their prevalence, and economic well-being. Finally, male-headed cohabiting households with children are not included in the sample. Analyses of the 2000 PUMS (not shown) find significant differences between male and female-headed households with children. Differences in race/ethnicity, household type, and povertythree key variables in this study-are especially large, enough so to consider male-headed households with children a distinct household type and they are thus excluded from our study.
Measures of economic well-being. Several measures of economic wellbeing are used, all calculated at the household level. The household level is used for two reasons. First, prior studies find that regardless of family type, households tend to pool their economic resources (Kenney 2004; Oropesa, Landale, and Kenkre 2003) . Second, and most important, is the changing nature of family and household composition and the need for poverty measures to accurately reflect the realities of modern life (Bauman 1999) . This is especially true among more economically vulnerable populations, such as single mothers and minority groups, who use living arrangements in part as an economic survival strategy (Bauman 1999; Brown and Lichter 2004; Edin and Lein 1997) . Several recent studies by leading family demography and poverty scholars recognize how contemporary demographic trends in family and household living arrangements complicate the issue of assessing poverty and have made traditional family poverty measures less relevant (Lichter 2006; Lichter, Qain, and Crowley 2005; Manning and Brown 2006) . Lichter (2006:265) states, ''The measurement of poverty has not kept pace with changing demographic and family realities,'' and recommends new thinking in this regard. Evidence that household poverty measures are important for accurately assessing poverty are provided by Lichter et al. (2005) and Manning and Brown (2006) for the special case of cohabiting households with children. We build upon this work by calculating and assessing household poverty among cohabiting, grandparental, and single female-headed households with children. For these two reasons household-level economic well-being measures are considered appropriate and are used in this study of female-headed households with children.
The household income-to-needs ratio, hereafter called the poverty ratio, and whether or not a household has a poverty ratio less than or equal to one (i.e., household poverty), are determined for each household. The poverty ratio is calculated using the total household income and the income needs levels based on the number and type of household members from the poverty threshold tables from the U.S. Census in 1999. Income thresholds are provided for households containing up to nine or more members and eight or more children. The poverty ratio can vary from zero to a very large positive value, indicating that household income far exceeds the poverty level. Household poverty is equal to one if the household had an income-toneeds ratio of one or less. It is set equal to zero if the ratio is greater than one.
In addition to measures of poverty based on total household income and persons, we are interested in how different types of income contribute to raising households above poverty and how this varies by type of female-headed household, residence, and race/ethnicity. To do this, we calculate additional measures of poverty to determine the degree to which poverty is alleviated for these female-headed household types, as contributions of various income types are included. The following poverty ratios are calculated, and the percentage of households in poverty is reported for the income contributions shown in the six 'Levels' below. Although all income sources reported in the 2000 PUMS are not considered in separate levels, all income sources are included in these six levels: Level 1. Only the earnings of the household head are included. Level 2. The earnings of the household head plus the earnings of all other household members for each female-headed household type. We also separate the contribution of a cohabiting partner's income for cohabiting female-headed households, a separate poverty statistic is calculated and reported that includes only the earned income of the household head and the cohabiting partner (Level 2-italicized in Table 3 ).
Level 3. Income from 'other' income sources for all other household members, including cohabiting partners, are added to the earnings income. ''Other'' income sources include mostly alimony and child support but also can include income from veterans' payments, military income, and other periodic sources of non-earned income.
Level 4. Public assistance income from all household members is added to the Level 3 income described above. Public assistance income includes only income received from the TANF program in 1999 and does not account for in-kind resources from public programs such as Medicaid and food programs. In-kind public income sources are not measured in the 2000 PUMS.
Level 5. Supplemental Security Income (SSI) from all household members is added to the Level 4 income described above. SSI is a public assistance program that ensures a minimum level of income for poor elderly, disabled persons, and the blind. Level 6. The final level adds any income from Social Security, interest, and any retirement income from all household members to the other income sources.
Residence. The 5% PUMS allows an accurate representation of place of residence. The ''areatype'' variable identifies nonmetropolitan residents, those in mixed nonmetropolitan and metropolitan areas, and three categories of metropolitan residents (central city, outside central city, and mixed central city and outside central city). Analyses of residence by household type and race reveal that the mixed metro category households more closely resemble metro-suburban households, and they are classified as such. It is not possible to determine residential location of households in the mixed metro and nonmetro category, and we classify these households as not identified. The not identified households comprise approximately 6 percent of all households in our sample and are not reported in the descriptive tables, but are included as a residence category in the multivariate analyses. Numerous recent family studies have highlighted the importance of separating out suburban from central city metro areas when comparing family and well-being outcomes by residence (Brown and Snyder 2006; McLaughlin and Sachs 1988; Snyder 2006; Snyder, Brown, and Condo 2004; Snyder and McLaughlin 2004) . The residence variable has four categories: nonmetro, metro-central city, metro-suburban, and not identified.
Race/Ethnicity. The race/ethnicity variable includes the following racial and ethnic categories most important to nonmetro areas of the U.S.: Non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, Hispanic, and Native American.
1 All other racial and ethnic groups, including multi-racial groups, are omitted due to small sample sizes. The characteristics of these four racial/ethnic groups are presented separately in the descriptive section of the analyses, and considered separately in the multivariate logistic regression models.
Individual characteristics of the household head. Measures of the household head's demographic characteristics are included as explanatory variables in the models predicting poverty. Age is split into five categories: less than 25 years, 25-34 years, 35-44 years, 45-54 years and 55 years and older. Marital status indicates women's current marital status in three categories: divorce/separated, widowed, and never married. Education captures the female head's highest educational attainment in 2000: less than a high school education, high school education only, high school education plus some schooling other than college, and four-year college education or more. The work effort measure is a continuous variable that combines the hours and weeks worked by the household head in 1999, and is then divided by 100. Region indicates the region of the United States where the household is located and includes the following categories: Northeast, Midwest, South, and West, using Census regions.
Other household earners. The emphasis on household composition and household economic well-being suggests the importance of other earners in the household. A dummy variable indicating the presence of at least one other earner in the household (other earner in household) is included in the multivariate models.
Many of the variables described above are only available in the person-level file of the 2000 PUMS. Since the analyses are all at the household level, the person-level variables (including household head characteristics and household members' income sources) are appended to the household-level PUMS file. Thus, each household record in the constructed file contains all the original household-level variables, plus income variables for all related household members, and individual characteristics of the household head and all cohabiting partners. Households are the unit of analysis.
Analytic Strategy
First, the distribution of female-headed household types for the United States is presented across residence areas-nonmetro, metro suburban, and central city-by racial/ethnic whites, blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans. Second, the percentage of poor female-headed households and the median household poverty ratios for the three female-headed household types are reported by residence and race/ethnicity. Next, descriptive analyses examine how various household income sources contribute to lifting these households above poverty for the three female headed household types by race/ethnicity and residence. Finally, logistic regression analyses are used to examine the probability of being poor among female-headed households with children, placing emphasis on the role of residence and race/ethnicity for influencing poverty risks. The multivariate models allow us to assess the extent to which demographic and work differences of household heads and the presence of other earners across race/ethnicity and residence contribute to the variations in poverty rates by race/ethnicity and residence. Table 1 shows the distribution of the female-headed household types with children for the United States, and by race/ethnicity and residential location. About 12 percent are headed by a woman with a cohabiting male partner, 14.3 percent are headed by a grandmother, and 73.8 percent are headed by a single mother (Table 1 , first row). For the United States overall, a smaller percentage of black female-headed households with children are cohabiting, and a larger share are headed by a grandmother, a pattern that holds across residential areas. Native American female-headed households with children are also notable Among those living in nonmetro areas, female-headed households with children headed by a single mother remain the largest share of female-headed households with children (72.9%), followed by grandmother headed (14.2%), and households headed by a cohabiting woman (12.9%). Patterns of female-headed household types across racial and ethnic groups are generally similar for nonmetro populations compared to the United States overall. However, slightly over one-fifth of black (22.4%) and Native American (22.2%) female-headed households with children in nonmetro areas are headed by a grandmother, a pattern that distinguishes nonmetro from other residential areas. A smaller share of nonmetro (compared to the entire United States) black and Native American female-headed households are headed by a single mother, and notably, Native American households in nonmetro areas have the lowest percentage headed by a single mother (59.8%). Among black nonmetro female-headed households, this is due to the larger share headed by a single grandmother (22.4%), among Native Americans households it is explained by the larger share of both cohabiting (18.0%) and grandparent (22.2%) female-headed households. Nonmetro blacks and Native American female-headed households are distinguished as having the highest percentage of grandparent-headed households of all considered across race and residence. In nonmetro areas, Hispanic female-headed households with children have household patterns that are most similar to those of whites.
Results

Descriptive Analyses
Patterns of female-headed household types are similar among central city-metro and suburban-metro female-headed households with children. A larger share of Native Americans are cohabiting. Larger percentages of blacks and Native Americans are grandparent femaleheaded households, and a smaller share of Native American femaleheaded households with children can be categorized as single-mother headed. Despite the similar patterns, nonmetro female-headed households with children are distinguished by their higher propensity to contain a cohabiting male partner (12.9%). Table 2 examines the economic well-being of female-headed households with children by residential location and race/ethnicity. Median household poverty ratios and the percentage in poverty are reported for each household type. Overall, whites fare better than all other race/ ethnic groups, as evidenced by the higher median poverty ratio and lower percentage in poverty across these female-headed household types, and also within each residence category. Comparing across household types, cohabiting female-headed households with children experience less poverty and have higher median poverty ratios than the other household types. The differences between cohabiting and single mother households are especially large, and this pattern holds across race/ethnic groups. Across household type and race/ethnic group, those in nonmetro areas fare worse (lower median poverty ratio and higher percentage poor) compared to female-headed households with children in metro-suburban and metro-central city areas.
Examining female-headed households in nonmetro areas in more detail, similar patterns hold across race/ethnicity. Whites fare better (Jensen et al. 2003) . The patterns of poverty by race/ethnicity and type of femaleheaded household are similar in central city and suburban-metro areas, although the levels of poverty are lower in these areas, and differences are especially large between poverty levels in nonmetro and suburbanmetro areas for female-headed household types. In sum, nonmetro female-headed households with children fared worst of all in 2000, and this is true across all racial/ethnic groups and household types considered. Cohabiting female-headed households with children have the lowest poverty-and this is true across racial/ ethnic groups-which may help to explain the sharp rise in this household type in recent years. Single mother-headed households tend to have the highest poverty rates.
Next, we examine how various income sources contribute to lifting nonmetro households above poverty for cohabiting, grandparent, and single mother female-headed households with children. The following income sources are considered: earnings, public assistance, Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, retirement income, interest income, and 'other' income. To determine the importance of these income sources for alleviating poverty six incremental levels were constructed (previously described in detail in the measurement section). In each cell the percentage of households in poverty is reported. For cohabiting households only, we separate out the decline in poverty from Level 1 to Level 2 that is attributed to the cohabiting partner's earned income (italicized in Table 3 ), and the decline that is attributed to the earned income from the rest of the household members. Table 3 examines the degree to which each income source lifts nonmetro female-headed households with children out of poverty. Level 1 includes only the earned income of the household head. With the exception of white single mother headed households, upwards of 50 percent of all nonmetro female-headed households with children would be poor if earned income of the household head was the only income source, and this is true across racial groups. Single mother households fare best when considering this income source, in large part because these household types rely mostly on the earned income of the household head, and not on income from other household members. Three fourths of grandmother households with a non-white household head would be poor if only the earned income of the household head was available.
The earnings of all other household members are added in Level 2 and are an important source of income that lifts many of these families out of poverty, and this is especially true among cohabiting households. A comparison of the percentage point decline in poverty attributed to the cohabiting partner's income only (italicized in Table 3 ), and that attributed to the income from all other household members, including cohabiting partners, highlights the importance of the cohabiting partner's earned income for these households. Poverty is halved for white and black nonmetro cohabiting female-headed households and declines by approximately 40 percent for Hispanic and Native American female-headed households when the earned income of other household members is considered. Without exception the overwhelming majority of the percentage point decline in household poverty is attributed to the earned income of the cohabiting partner, a finding consistent with other recent studies (Lichter et al. 2005) . For example, after considering earnings of all other household members 20.7 percent of white cohabiting female-headed households are poor, a decline of 34 percentage points. This figure is even higher for some other racial/ethnic groups: a 37.4 percentage point decline for blacks, 38.1 percentage point decline for Hispanics, and 29.4 percentage point decline for Native Americans. The largest decline occurs among black cohabiting households where the percentage in poverty drops from 70.5 to 33.1 percent.
Nonmetro grandparent households are also lifted out of poverty by the earned income of other related household members, although to a lesser extent than cohabiting households. Blacks and Hispanics benefit most from earned income of other household members. For example, white female-headed grandparent households experience a 13.4 percentage point decline in poverty when adding this income source. Comparable figures for other racial/ethnic groups are: 16.0 percentage points for blacks, 16.5 percentage points for Hispanics, and 13.8 percentage points for Native Americans. For single mother families the comparable percentage point declines are much more modest: 3.7 for whites, 0.9 for blacks, 4.7 for Hispanics, and 0.1 for Native Americans. For most racial and ethnic groups, earned income of other household members is the single most important income source (other than earnings of the head) for raising cohabiting and grandmother female-headed households above the poverty threshold.
Level 3 in Table 3 examines how the addition of 'other' income (e.g. child support and alimony) affects the percentage of households in poverty. This income source lifts between 1 and 4 percent of femaleheaded households out of poverty. When comparing across racial and ethnic groups, Native American single mother households benefit the most from 'other' income (3.4 percentage point decline in poverty). The ''other'' income is an important source for grandmother-headed and single-mother headed households in nonmetro areas, and less so for cohabiting female-headed households. When public assistance is added in Level 4 of Table 3 the effect is minimal for most family types across racial/ethnic groups. Less than one percent of white and black female-headed household types are lifted out of poverty by the addition of public assistance income. Public assistance income is most important for reducing poverty in Native American female-headed households with children, where poverty is alleviated by about two percentage points across household types. Supplemental Security Income is added in Level 5 of Table 3 . This income source is most important for raising grandmother female-headed households out of poverty (between 1.5 and 2.5 percentage points), and is less important for cohabiting and single mother female-headed households with children.
Finally, the combination of Social Security, interest, and retirement income of all household members is added in Level 6. These income sources are especially important for reducing poverty among femaleheaded households with children headed by a grandmother. Moreover, white households benefit most from the addition of these income sources. For example, grandparent households headed by a white woman experience an 11.9 percentage point decline in poverty. Comparable figures for other racial/ethnic groups of this household type are 8.4 percentage points for blacks, 8.8 percentage points for Hispanics, and 8.9 percentage points for Native Americans. The income included in this category is the second most important category for raising grandmother nonmetro female-headed families out of poverty. 
Multivariate Analyses
We next examine the extent to which differences in the presence of household earners other than the household head, and the head's human capital, work effort and public assistance receipt across raceethnic groups and residence affect the odds of being poor among our households of interest. Table 4 reports multivariate logistic regression model results that address this question. An initial model (not shown) includes the effects of residence only, subsequent models add race and household type (model A); region of residence, human capital, marital status, work effort and public assistance receipt of the household head (model B); and finally the presence of other earners in the household (model C). The intent is to determine if the odds of poverty are higher among nonmetro female-headed families with children, controlling for the variables described above, and how these variables are associated with the odds of poverty among these households.
The initial model (analyses not shown) included residence only, and in this model nonmetro and central city metro female-headed households with children are equally likely to be poor. Suburban female headed households are 56 percent as likely to be poor as households in either central city or nonmetro areas. When race and household type are controlled in model A (see Table 4 ), central city metro femaleheaded households with children are about two-thirds as likely as similar nonmetro households to be in poverty. Suburban-metro femaleheaded households with children are half as likely to be impoverished, compared to those in nonmetro areas. As expected, female-headed households with racial and ethnic minority group heads have higher odds of poverty, and this is especially true for Hispanic and black households (odds ratios are 2.53 and 2.34, respectively). Cohabiting and grandparent female-headed households have lower odds of poverty (0.38 and 0.69, respectively), compared to those headed by a lone single mother. Thus, controlling for race of the household head and household type exacerbates differences in the odds of household poverty for nonmetro and central city-metro female-headed households with children, and nonmetro and suburban metro female-headed households with children.
Model B adds measures of the head's human capital, work effort, marital status, region of residence, and receipt of public assistance. Controlling for these factors has a minimal effect on the association between residential location and poverty among female-headed households with children. The association between race/ethnicity and poverty among these households is weakened by these additional variables, indicating that these factors account for some of the association between race/ethnicity and poverty. Controlling for these factors, the risk of poverty gap increases between cohabiting and single mother-headed households, while the risk of poverty for grandparent and single mother households becomes more similar. When the presence of another earner in the household is added in model C, it accounts for much of the association between household type and poverty. When the effect of another earner is added in model C, cohabiting female-headed households with children remain significantly less likely to be poor compared to single mother only families, although the effect is considerably reduced (odds ratio increases from .20 in model B to .61 in model C), indicating that this factor accounts for some of the association between household composition and household poverty. The association between household poverty and grandmother-headed households also changes considerably with the inclusion of this additional variable and is now positive and significant. When the presence of another earner in the household is controlled in model C, the odds of poverty among grandmother-headed households with children are approximately 40 percent higher compared to single mother headed households with children (odds ratio51.43). The association between residential location and poverty remains nearly unchanged, and the association between race/ethnicity and poverty is similar for blacks, although the odds of poverty increase for households headed by Hispanic (increase from 1.50 to 1.77) and Native American (increase from 1.55 to 1.67) women, which indicates that the presence of another earner (or lack thereof) in these female-headed households with children accounts for some of the association between race/ ethnicity and poverty.
We also find some familiar associations between the control variables and household poverty: Female-headed households with children in the South have higher odds of poverty compared to other regions; higher educational attainment of the householder is associated with reduced odds of household poverty, and older age of the household head lowers odds of poverty. Never married household headship is associated with higher odds of poverty, regardless of household type. Finally, the strong association between work effort of the household head and other household members and household poverty is clear in model C. Every additional 100 hours worked by the household head in the prior year translates into a reduction in the odds of poverty by 14 percent (odds ratio5.86). Moreover, the presence of at least one additional earner in the household is associated with a large and significant reduction in household poverty (odds ratio5.16), even after controlling for household type. This finding highlights the importance of additional earners in reducing household poverty among many female-headed households with children.
Conclusions
The intent of this study is to closely examine variation in the household composition and economic well-being of female-headed households with children. Our attention to cohabiting and grandparental femaleheaded households with children highlights these emerging living arrangements that characterized over one-fourth of female-headed households with children in 2000. We also consider how these households vary by race/ethnicity and residence. Findings from this study suggest that the presence of other earners in nonmetro femaleheaded households with children is an important income source that lifts many out of poverty and may in part motivate these living arrangements. In nonmetro areas the economic benefits of other household earners are especially important for white cohabiting households, and for black and Hispanic grandmother-headed households.
Detailed description of compositional differences in nonmetro female-headed households with children finds significant race/ethnic differences in the prevalence of cohabiting and grandmother headed household types. Recent studies emphasize cohabitation as a family context for children. Results from this study find that grandmotherheaded households with children are also an important family context, and even more so for non-whites. In nonmetro areas grandmotherheaded households are especially prevalent among black and Native American female-headed households with children.
Evidence from overall household poverty measures and from economic well-being measures that distinguish various income sources yield a similar conclusion: female-headed households that contain children have very high poverty rates and this is especially true among the racial and ethnic minority households studied. A close examination of how various income sources alleviate poverty in nonmetro areas finds that the cohabiting and grandmother-headed households benefit most from earned income of other household members. Grandmotherheaded households also benefit most from Social Security and retirement income. Similar patterns exist across the racial and ethnic groups considered although this benefit is less for racial and ethnic minority groups than for whites. The multivariate models confirm the descriptive analyses-poverty is highest among single mother-headed households with children in nonmetro areas across race/ethnicity and household type. However, when the presence of another earner is controlled, grandmother headed households with children have the highest odds of poverty, significantly higher than those headed by a single mother.
These findings inform our thinking about female-headed household composition and family adaptive strategies (Moen and Wethington 1992) in a changing social and policy context. Household composition is an important determinant of household poverty among nonmetro female-headed households with children, and this is due in large part to the economic resources that are available as a result of specific household living arrangements for children. Moreover, household composition is differentially linked with key forms of private and public economic support. The earnings of a male partner are especially important for nonmetro female-headed cohabiting households with children-this income source cuts poverty in half for these households for all racial and ethnic groups considered. These findings are consistent with those from earlier studies (Brown and Lichter 2004; Manning and Lichter 1996) . Social Security and retirement income are important for grandmother-headed households with children.
Nonetheless, the implications of these findings for the long term well-being of women and children are unclear. Even though cohabitation improves economic well-being of female-headed households with children, a higher proportion of those in nonmetro areas are poor and receive public assistance (Snyder and McLaughlin 2006) . Research on the spending patterns of cohabiting couples with children finds that they spend a smaller proportion of their household income on childspecific expenses and a larger share on adult-specific expenses, such as cigarettes and alcohol (DeLeire and Kalil 2002) . Cohabiting unions are also short-lived-most last for less than two years-and compared to those in other residential areas, nonmetro cohabiting unions are significantly shorter in duration, and no more likely to end in a marriage (Brown and Snyder 2006) . Moreover, women experience considerable financial hardship when a cohabiting union ends (Avellar and Smock 2005) . Thus, cohabitation as a means to improve economic well-being among nonmetro female-headed households with children may be at best a short-term adaptive strategy.
Much less is known about economic well-being, duration, and other outcomes associated with female-headed households with children headed by a grandmother. This household type is especially interesting to us because it is more common among non-white female-headed households with children, those with the highest poverty rates. Prior studies suggest that these households face severe economic hardships (Bryson and Casper 1999) , and that is especially true in nonmetro areas, as described in this study. Again, the earnings from other household members is an important source of income for these households across racial and ethnic groups. Focused study of child wellbeing in nonmetro grandmother headed households, their unique adaptive strategies, duration and stability, and the role of public income transfers targeted at the elderly in promoting child well-being in these households is another direction for future study.
The changing nature of American families and households across race/ethnicity and residence, and especially those headed by unmarried women with children, make the household level poverty measure used in this study an appropriate choice. The rise in cohabitation is one example of the appropriateness of a household poverty measure, and findings from this study and others suggest that family and household level poverty measures yield different results (Lichter et al. 2005; Manning and Brown 2006) . Female-headed sub families and two or more families doubled up in a household are other examples of cases where household level poverty measures would be appropriate. Future studies could address this issue by examining household versus family measures for estimating poverty among a variety of traditional and contemporary family and household types in nonmetro areas.
Despite the economic gains of cohabiting and grandparent femaleheaded households with children, we need to be mindful that their poverty rates remain well above those for married couple households with children and that poverty is only one well-being outcome for families and children. For example, other evidence suggests that children in cohabiting unions often fare worse on developmental outcomes (Dunifon and Kowalski-Jones 2002) , which are more similar to those of children in single-mother families than to children in married-couple families (Brown 2004; Manning and Lamb 2003) . Cohabiting unions are also unstable (Cherlin and Fomby 2004; Manning, Smock and Majumdar 2004) , especially for nonmetro cohabitors (Brown and Snyder 2006) , and mounting evidence suggests that it is this instability that contributes most to poor child outcomes in cohabiting unions (Albrecht and Teachman 2003; Crowder and Teachman 2004) . In contrast, grandmother headed households may be promoting stability for children because they represent more long term arrangements: 56 percent last for at least three years, and nearly 20 percent last for ten years or longer (Thompson et al. 2000) . Moreover, evidence suggests that children who live in a grandparental home have better developmental outcomes (education, delinquency, and sexual behavior) that are on par with those observed in two parent married families (DeLeire and Kalil 2002) . A more complete picture of the range of well-being outcomes for these families and children in nonmetro areas will hopefully emerge in future studies.
